a 


§ 101 AMERICAN JURISPRUDENCE 2p 


AUTOMOBILES 
4 § 103 


insubstantial a factor to impose liability for that person’s drunk driy 
ing on the licensing agency, even though the driver is subject to license 
revocation, where no special relationship or privity exists between the - 
government agent and either the intoxicated driver or the victim 9 
the driver’s negligence.? Government officials have been found to have 
absolute immunity from tort liability for allegedly negligently issuing 
a license to a driver who is incapacitated, where those officials act as 
agents of the state motor vehicle department in collecting and 
transmitting applications for licenses.® 


ground that they abridge the privileges of citizens.’ 


A statute requiring the surrender of all valid operator’s licenses is- 
ued by other jurisdictions as a prerequisite to issuance of a ne 
river's license is not violative of due process.® " 
A licensing requirement for driv 
utional burden on the free exercis 
wrictlve means for achievin 


g on the license may unconstituti 
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The state has the power to require the procurement of a licens 
before one may operate a motor vehicle on the public highways.’ Th 
power to license carries with it the power to prescribe reasona 
conditions precedent to the issuance of such licenses,’ and to class 
drivers for special regulation, provided such classifications are no 
reasonable or arbitrary.® 


In order to procure a driver’s license a 
, 4 person needs to meet statu- 
ry requirements, such as filing an application with designated of- 
als and paying a specified fee.' Under some statutes, the applica- 
needs to be verified.? An applicant is required to establish his or 


Regulations pertaining to the issuance of motor vehicle driver: 
censes constitute an exercise of the police power to regulate the u 
the highways in the interest of the public safety and welfare.’ I 
cepting a driver’s license from a state, one must accept and agr 
abide by all reasonable conditions imposed by the state.® 


A statute mandating that every person who operates a moto. 
cle on public roads must have a valid operator’s license, unles 
she is exempted by statute, does not impermissibly infringe 
citizen’s right to travel.* Such statutes are not unconstitutione 


issuance of a driver’s li ; . ee ; 
ands is a license is considered an administrative 
a quatined person may not be deprived the privilege of 
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